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ABSTRACT To what extent do the mother’s and father’s jobs and occupational sex-
typing influence the status and sex-typing of their children’s occupation at first
entry into the labour market? Referring to a database containing 5027 respondents
of two merged Dutch surveys held between 1992 and 1995, this study finds that
the effect of the mother’s occupational status on her daughter’s is significant, but
smaller than either the effect of father’s status on his son’s or his daughter’s
status. The mother’s occupational sex-typing is related to her daughter’s occu-
pational sex-typing. The more female sex-typed the daughter’s occupation, the
lower her occupational status. In the same way, the father’s occupational sex-
typing is related to his son’s occupational sex-typing. While the extension of the
classical status attainment models by the mother’s occupation and occupational
sex-typing leads to interesting and new coefficients, the authors conclude that the
more elementary classical model is not invalidated by these new perspectives.
KEY WORDS education  first occupation  historical trends  individual model 
occupational sex-typing  path model  status attainment
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INTRODUCTION
Contemplating the Conventional View
In studies on status attainment it has uniformly been confirmed that the
occupational status of the father and that of the son are positively associ-
ated (Blau and Duncan, 1967; Ganzeboom and de Graaf, 1983;
Goldthorpe, 1987; Rijken, 1999). With respect to the Netherlands it has
also been confirmed that the total and direct influence of the father on the
status attainment of his children has decreased in recent decennia. Simul-
taneously, the influence of individual achievement, measured by the
impact of the children’s education, has increased (e.g. de Graaf and
Luijkx, 1995). These conclusions on the structure of and trends in parental
influence are based on observations of the influence of the father only. The
influence of the mother has not yet been considered.
The assumption made in studies on status attainment is that excluding
the influence of the mother’s job status does not invalidate the empirical
model. However, with the increasing labour market participation of
mothers, long-standing claims (Acker, 1973) that the mother’s status back-
ground forms an additional source of intergenerational status transfer are
becoming more plausible. The Netherlands is a particularly interesting
case because recently mothers’ employment rates have risen quite
dramatically (CBS, 1994; Korupp, 2000: 5ff.; see Appendix B for female
employment rates). It is possible that by including the influence of the
mother’s occupational background, the standard conclusions regarding
the size and trend of intergenerational status transfer may have to be
modified. Models that only include the influence of the father’s occu-
pation possibly underestimate the total size of intergenerational status
transfer. In addition, the trend towards a decreasing impact of family
background may be an artefact because thus far we have overlooked the
increasingly important influence of the mother’s status background. This
study therefore investigates the influence of the mother on the occu-
pational status of her children: to what extent do the parameters of the
classical status attainment model (Blau and Duncan, 1967) change if the
occupational status of the mother is added as a predictor and how does
the influence of the mother develop over time? We answer this question
not only for Dutch sons but also for Dutch daughters.
Previous empirical results regarding this problem have produced a less
homogeneous picture than the one commonly found in research on male
mobility. Peschar (1988), in a comparison of parental status transfer in
Hungary and the Netherlands, discovers that the status transfer pattern
for the mother and the father are essentially the same. He excludes,
however, the influence of mothers’ occupations in the Dutch population.
Therefore, his conclusion may be a misleading one. The exclusionary
The European Journal of Women’s Studies 9(1)8
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practice regarding the influence of the mother’s occupation in some cases
has even led researchers to conclude that the father has a stronger influ-
ence on the daughter and the mother’s status background influences her
son more than her daughter. They thus suggest that cross-sex effects
prevail between parents and children (Holland Baker, 1981; McClendon,
1976).
Studies that do include the influence of the mother’s occupational
status on the daughter’s job show that she has a profound impact
(Korupp, 2000; Rosenfeld, 1978; Treiman and Terrell, 1975). A recent study
for the USA (Khazzoom, 1997) shows the influence of the mother’s occu-
pation to be crucial to explain her daughter’s job status later in life; for the
daughter, the mother’s background is more important than the father’s,
and maternal influence is greater for the daughter than for the son. This
result suggests that we may be examining two separate cases: the male
and the female process of status attainment. Other research, although
including the effects of the mother’s job status, nevertheless deviates from
the afore-mentioned findings. Crook (1995) identifies no gender orien-
tation. Aschaffenburg (1995) shows that professionally employed mothers
help only professionally employed sons, not daughters.
Occupational Sex-Typing and the First Occupational Status
A fact that may complicate the study of the influence of maternal occu-
pation and might explain the varying results is that the occupational
distributions of men and women, thus also of fathers and mothers, differ.
Only minor differences exist regarding their average occupational status;
the most pronounced difference is found in their occupational sex-typing.
The sex-typing of an occupation is the ratio of female to male incumbents
in a job. Jobs with mainly male incumbents are male sex-typed, whereas
jobs with mainly female incumbents are female sex-typed occupations.
Frequently, the substance of sex-typed job traits varies qualitatively. It has
been suggested that this affects their status evaluation (Faber, 1988). For
instance, in computer jobs or in sales and clerical occupations, a negative
relationship exists between occupational status and sex-typing (Powers
and Holmberg, 1978; Tijdens, 1997). Women’s lower pay is often defended
on the basis that women’s jobs are pleasant, safe and comfortable, as
opposed to the noisy, dirty and dangerous male jobs (Jacobs, 1990). Glick
et al. (1995: 565) show that male-typed occupational attributes, like ‘mas-
culine personality trait requirements’ and ‘analytical skills’ enhance job
status.
Underachievement marks many female employment histories and it is
often attributed to women’s entry into female sex-typed occupations
(Dex, 1987; Rosenfeld and Spinner, 1995). Although female-typed occu-
pations clearly have fewer rewards concerning money and promotion,
Korupp et al.: Occupational Status and Sex-Typing 9
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women continue to work in them (Jacobs, 1990; Jacobs and Steinberg,
1995; Marini, 1989; Xu and Leffler, 1992). Over time the sex-typing of
occupations has continued to be a prominent feature of our labour
markets. One obvious explanation is that female sex-typed jobs enable
women to combine their family obligations with their employment more
easily. Daughters possibly follow their mother’s example if they see that
their mother is working in a sex-typed occupation and conclude that it is
a successful strategy for themselves to combine family and work
obligations. It may be the case, therefore, that choosing a sex-typed
occupation has an intergenerational component, i.e. that sons follow their
father’s and daughters follow their mother’s example. If the transfer of
status is related to the transfer of the occupational sex-typing, this implies
that the classical model of status transfer underestimates the size of
intergenerational status transfer. Studies of intergenerational mobility
commonly do not consider the dimension of occupational sex-typing.
We analyse how parental background matters for children’s first job
status after they finish their school. Various reasons exist for concentrat-
ing on the first occupations of children and exempting later jobs. First,
most women have held at least one job before they exit from paid employ-
ment. Later in life many women interrupt their careers, because of child-
birth or family obligations. Second, job status of the first occupation is
salient to later career prospects. Earlier studies have shown that a very
strong positive relationship exists between initial and later job status
(Dronkers and Ultee, 1995). Third, a child’s first occupational status is the
main connection between the influence of family background, edu-
cational investments and the later career. The influence of family back-
ground is greatest at the beginning of the career (Blau and Duncan, 1967).
Later, it is previous on-the-job performance which becomes increasingly
important. Fourth, studying transfer patterns on first jobs simplifies
cohort comparisons. The issue at hand is how intergenerational transfer
patterns of occupational status and sex-typing change if we add the
mother’s background to the classical model of status attainment. The
focus rests on the following research questions:
1. How do the status and sex-typing of the father’s and the mother’s
occupation influence the status and sex-typing of the occupations of
daughters and sons?
2. How have these relationships changed over time?
The European Journal of Women’s Studies 9(1)10
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THEORY AND HYPOTHESES
Historical Trends
The starting point of this analysis is a modified version of the classical
status attainment model as proposed by Blau and Duncan (1967). The
modification consists of excluding the influence of the education of the
parents and the current job of the respondent. Previous research in the
Netherlands is quite consistent with Blau and Duncan’s observation that
the father’s education has no substantial direct influence on his son’s first
job status (e.g. de Graaf and Luijkx, 1992). This status transfer path runs
exclusively via children’s education (for mothers’ influence on children’s
educational attainment, see Korupp, 2000; Korupp et al., forthcoming).
Thus, the influence of the educational level of both parents can be
neglected when determining parental status transfer on the first occu-
pational status of children.1 Our model concentrates on the relationships
between the following components of the status attainment model:
father’s and mother’s occupation, daughter’s and son’s education and
daughter’s and son’s first occupation.
Status attainment research in the Netherlands has shown that, over
time, total intergenerational status transfer has decreased (Ganzeboom
and de Graaf, 1983; Ganzeboom and Luijkx, 1995; Ganzeboom et al., 1989;
Hendrickx and Ganzeboom, 1998). Individual achievement by attained
educational level, on the other hand, has become increasingly important
(de Graaf and Luijkx, 1995; Hendrickx and Ganzeboom, 1998). To explain
these results, it can be assumed that modern societies are becoming more
open in general (Rijken, 1999). Although several studies show that the
influence of the mother’s job is non-trivial with regard to children’s occu-
pational status locations, the historical trends in her status transfer have
received little attention. If the mother’s background also matters we can
expect that the influence of the mother’s occupation on the first occu-
pational status of her children is also decreasing.
On the other hand, according to Lopata (1994), the change of the female
role – as more women enter the economic mainstream – has tilted auth-
ority and power relationships within the family away from the father
towards the mother. Therefore, we can presume that although the influ-
ence of the mother’s occupational status is decreasing, relative to the
influence of the father’s occupational status, her impact may have
increased. In other words, the impact of both parents is diminishing, but
this is less true for mothers than it is for fathers. An empirical study of van
der Lippe et al. (1995) carried out for the Netherlands on intergenerational
educational reproduction offers some support concerning this hypothesis.
They show for birth cohorts born between 1906 and 1965 that the influ-
ence of the mother’s education, compared with that of the father, on the
Korupp et al.: Occupational Status and Sex-Typing 11
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educational attainment of their children has recently increased. In con-
clusion, we state the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1a: Over time the influence of both parents’ occupational status on
their child’s first occupational status is decreasing.
Hypothesis 1b: The influence of the child’s education on his or her first occu-
pational status is increasing.
Hypothesis 1c: The influence of the mother’s occupational status on the child’s
first occupational status is increasing relative to the influence
of the father’s occupational status.
The Sex-Role Model
The next question is how parental job status and sex-typing influence the
status and sex-typing of children’s occupations. Do parents serve as a role
model not only for the decisions of children regarding their job status but
also regarding their job’s sex-typing? It has often been suggested that
daughters may prefer an occupation more similar to their mother’s than
their father’s job (Pearson, 1983; Rosenfeld, 1978; Stevens and Boyd,
1980). Accordingly, empirical research shows that the size of status
transfer differs between sexes, and that the mother’s job is more import-
ant for the daughter, while the father’s job is more important for his son’s
occupational status.
Within the identification theory, behavioural or attitudinal similarity is
explained by the concept that children identify with their same-sex parent
on the basis of their supposed expert power (Acock and Yang, 1984; for an
overview on mothers and daughters, see Boyd, 1989). Research on how
sex-role models are transferred from one generation to the next confirms
that children have a strong same-sex orientation (Smith and Self, 1980;
Starrels, 1992). In many ways, sons and daughters take their same-sex
parent as an example for themselves (e.g. Huttunen, 1992; Updegraff et
al., 1996). Thus, children may also tend to follow their parents’ example
regarding the sex-typing of their occupation. Taken together, the theoreti-
cal and empirical evidence leads us to the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 2: The relationship between the same-sex parent and child is
stronger than the relationship between the cross-sex parent and
child regarding: (a) occupational status and (b) occupational sex-
typing.
The entire theoretical model is displayed in Figure 1. The relationships
indicated in the shaded area of the model are of particular interest within
our research. The relationships found outside the shaded area are con-
trolled in our model.
The European Journal of Women’s Studies 9(1)12
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DATA AND METHODS
Sources of data available that included an adequate measurement of the
mother’s occupational status and children’s first occupational status were
the Households in the Netherlands 1995 (HIN95) survey and the Nether-
lands Family Survey 1992–1993 (FAM93). The two surveys contained retro-
spective interviews on occupational careers of both male and female
respondents. We selected respondents younger than 64 years, born
between 1927 and 1975, with valid data for their first occupation. The
remaining database contained 5027 respondents of which 2496 were
women and 2531 were men. In the FAM93 survey, the respondents and a
randomly selected parent were the units of observation, whereas in the
HIN95 the target respondents were married or cohabiting couples and
single persons, who also provided information about their parents.
The unit of analysis is the respondent and we studied the degree to
Korupp et al.: Occupational Status and Sex-Typing 13
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which the status and sex-typing of his or her first job after finishing school
depended on the job status and sex-typing of the parents. If beyond the
attainment of an educational level a period of at least two years of edu-
cational inactivity followed, we defined an educational career as being
completed. The first occupation entered after finishing school served as
the dependent variable. The mother’s occupation was valid if we found
information on at least one occupational title she held either during the
adolescence of the respondent or, if absent, before her marriage. Other-
wise she was regarded as non-actively employed during her entire life
(homemakers).
The two dependent variables were the respondent’s occupational status
and the male to female ratio of her or his first job. The job status was
coded by the International Socio-Economic Index (ISEI) of Occupational
Status (Ganzeboom and Treiman, 1996). Originally, ISEI codes ranged
from 10 to 90. To give occupational sex-typing and status the same 0 to 1
range, we divided the ISEI scale by 100, subtracted 0.1 points, and then
multiplied it by a fraction of 1/8. If the mother was a homemaker, she
received the value of the overall average maternal occupational status.
Simultaneously, she was coded 1 on a separate dummy variable measur-
ing the influence of the homemaker (Cohen and Cohen, 1975: 274ff.).
The score for the occupational sex-typing was calculated from the
unweighted data of a large Dutch labour market census (N = 47,621) of
1991 carried out by Statistics Netherlands (CBS, 1991). Over time the sex-
typing of jobs for men and women seem to have outlasted other changes
in the various segments of the labour market (Jacobs and Steinberg, 1995;
Tijdens, 1997; van Mourik and Siegers, 1988; van Mourik et al., 1983).The
reasons are related partly to the fulfilment of gender stereotypes (Born et
al., 1996; Huffman, 1995), or family obligations necessitating part-time
work (Jacobs 1990), or educational specialization at school (Tijdens, 1997;
van Mourik and Siegers, 1988).
To demonstrate the relationship between occupational status and sex-
typing Figure 2 shows how the proportion of women in occupational
clusters is connected to the status of jobs (measured by a four-digit CBS
occupational code from 1984). Only large occupational clusters are
shown; the size of the cluster is indicated by the font size of the letters.
The regression lines for men (left) and women (right), however, are based
on the entire data set. Most women are found on the right-hand side of the
figure, most men on the left-hand side. We observe a strong negative
relationship between occupational status and female dominance for
women: the higher the percentage of women in a job, the lower a
woman’s occupational status. For men this relationship is weaker and
reversed: the more female-dominated an occupational cluster is, the
higher the occupational status (see Figure 2). These relationships are best
summarized by considering occupational sex-typing to be sex-specific: for
The European Journal of Women’s Studies 9(1)14
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women occupational sex-typing increases as the percentage of females in
a job cluster increases; for men occupational sex-typing increases as the
percentage of males in a job cluster increases. The occupational status and
sex-typing of the mother and the father and the education of the respon-
dent are the most important independent variables in this analysis.
Furthermore we introduce a control for respondents who have exactly the
same occupation as their same-sex parent.
In Table 1 we show the ranges, means and standard deviations of all
variables included in the analysis. Of all the mothers in the data set, 38
percent were homemakers without an occupational score of their own.
The fathers’ jobs had on average a sex ratio of 81:19 men to women,
working in occupations with on average 81 percent male and 19 percent
female incumbents. For mothers’ jobs we note an average ratio of 29:71
men to women. If we look at the sons and daughters in the data set separ-
ately, we notice a slight trend towards on average less sex-typed occu-
pations. Mothers work in jobs with on average 71 percent and daughters
Korupp et al.: Occupational Status and Sex-Typing 15
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in jobs with on average 69 percent female incumbents. Sons work in jobs
with an average of 75 percent male incumbents, compared with their
fathers who work in jobs with 81 percent male incumbents.
Regarding the occupational status of men and women we also see inter-
esting differences between the two generations. While the difference
between the average job status between the mother and the father
amounts to 7 points (43 and 50), the average occupational status of the
first job of daughters is slightly higher, compared to sons (51 for daugh-
ters, 50 for sons).
The education of the respondent was measured as a year-proxy
variable. The value of this variable was based on the approximate number
of years it would take a student to attain a certain educational level in the
Dutch educational system. Only 5 percent of the sons and 4 percent of the
daughters had held exactly the same job as their mother or father at entry
into the labour market.2 We judged children to have exactly the same
occupation as their parents if the four-digit CBS code for their occu-
pational title of the same-sex parent and child was identical. The latter
variable was introduced in order to contrast the effects of mobile
parent–child dyads with immobile children–parent dyads. It enables us to
control the direct effects of immobility.
We estimated a path model in LISREL that related the causal effects of
the independent variables on the two dependent variables and between
the two dependent variables (Jöreskog and Sörbom, 1993). One has to
account for the fact that individuals attain both their occupational sex-
typing and status simultaneously. It is undetermined whether occu-
pational status influences occupational sex-typing, or vice versa. The
The European Journal of Women’s Studies 9(1)16
TABLE 1
Ranges, Means and Standard Deviations of the Variables in the Model
Variable Ranges Means SD
Occupational status sons 0–1 0.50 0.18
Occupational status daughters 0–1 0.51 0.17
Occupational status mother 0–1 0.43 0.13
Mother is a homemaker 0/1 0.38 –
Occupational status father 0–1 0.50 0.18
Occupational sex-typing son 0–1 0.75 0.26
Occupational sex-typing daughter 0–1 0.69 0.24
Occupational sex-typing mother 0–1 0.71 0.20
Occupational sex-typing father 0–1 0.19 0.21
Son has the same occupation as father 0/1 0.05 –
Daughter has the same occupation as mother 0/1 0.04 –
Education respondent 6–17 11.74 2.94
Year of birth respondent FAM93 27–75 1951 10.68
Year of birth respondent HIN95 27–75 1955 10.94
Source: FAM93; HIN95.
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effects of occupational sex-typing and status were therefore estimated
simultaneously (see Figure 3). The correlation matrices used in the
analysis are presented in Appendix A.
RESULTS
The first analysis is directed to answering the question whether the initial
analytical choice to distinguish old from young cohorts is statistically
required. In Table 2 we have constrained the parameters of the LISREL
model so that the two cohorts are equal. The aim was to investigate
whether, between the groups, the parameters were equally important or
differed significantly. A significant improvement of the χ2 in the table
shows that the influence of one parameter was significantly different in
one group as opposed to the other. For sons, the model fit did not signifi-
cantly improve for any of the variables measuring status background if
we modelled them separately over two cohorts.
For daughters we observe a significant deterioration of the model fit if
effects were forced to be equal between the two cohorts for the following
Korupp et al.: Occupational Status and Sex-Typing 17
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variables: the effect of father’s occupational status on daughter’s occu-
pational status (β36) and the daughter’s education (β16), of the daughter’s
education on the daughter’s occupational status (β31), of the daughter’s
occupational sex-typing on her occupational status (β23=32), and of one
control variable, which was the effect of mothers who were homemakers
on the daughter’s occupational status (β38). These variables are hereafter
allowed to vary over the two cohorts of daughters.
The European Journal of Women’s Studies 9(1)18
TABLE 2
Equality Constraints and Fit Statistics for Daughters and Sons, Cohort 1927–58
and Cohort 1959–75
Unconstrained parameter Daughters Sons
1927–58:1959–75 1927–58:1959–75
d.f. χ2 ∆χ2a χ2 ∆χ2a
None 27 89.04 – 49.70 –
(β37) Mother’s occupational status
=> Respondent’s occupational status 26 86.58 2.46 46.67 3.03
(β36) Father’s occupational status
=> Respondent’s occupational status 26 76.42 12.62 49.27 0.43
(β17) Mother’s occupational status
= > Respondent’s education 26 88.17 0.87 49.10 0.60
(β16) Father’s occupational status
= > Respondent’s education 26 78.98 10.06 49.14 0.56
(β31) Respondent’s education
=> Respondent’s occupational status 26 66.40 22.64 46.52 3.18
(β25) Mother’s job sex-typing
=> Respondent’s job sex-typing 26 88.81 0.23 48.86 0.84
(β24) Father’s job sex-typing
=> Respondent’s job sex-typing 26 88.03 1.01 48.71 0.99
(β23=32) Respondent’s job sex-typing
<=> Respondent’s occupational status 26 84.20 4.84 46.90 2.80
Control variables
(β38) Mother is a homemaker
=> Respondent’s occupation 26 81.36 7.68 49.14 0.56
(β28) Mother is a homemaker
=> Respondent’s job sex-typing 26 88.99 0.05 47.75 1.95
(β18) Mother is a homemaker
=> Respondent’s education 26 89.04 0.00 49.61 0.09
(β39) Same job as the same-sex parent
=> Respondent’s job 26 88.60 0.44 46.51 3.19
(β29) Same job as the same-sex parent
=> Respondent’s job sex-typing 26 88.61 0.43 49.70 0.00
a 3.84 = p < .05; 6.63 = p < .01.
Source: FAM93; HIN95.
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Historical Trends
In Table 3 we show the beta coefficients and T-values of the LISREL
model. We used the correlation matrices of the four cohorts; the co-
efficients are displayed in a standardized metric format. We selected
which of the coefficients can be constrained between the two cohorts in
order to obtain the most efficient model. The selected models fit the data
well. Therefore, we do not have to assume that additional effects have to
Korupp et al.: Occupational Status and Sex-Typing 19
TABLE 3
Beta Values and T-Values for Paths in the Model
Daughters Sons
1927–58 1959–75 1927–75
(β37) Mother’s occupational status
=> Respondent’s occupational status .063 (3.6)** .026 (1.6)
(β36) Father’s occupational status
=> Respondent’s occupational status .146 (5.8)** .073 (2.8)** .135 (7.7)**
(β17) Mother’s occupational status
=> Respondent’s education .128 (6.4)** .139 (7.0)**
(β16) Father’s occupational status
=> Respondent’s education .334 (12.2)** .215 (7.6)** .207 (13.6)**
(β31) Respondent’s education
=> Respondent’s occupational status .438 (16.9)** .304 (11.5)** .473 (24.5)**
(β25) Mother’s job sex-typing
=> Respondent’s job sex-typing .043 (2.3)* .008 (0.5)
(β24) Father’s job sex-typing
=> Respondent’s job sex-typing .034 (1.8) .068 (3.7)**
(β23=32) Respondent’s job sex-typing
<=> Respondent’s occupational status .254 (5.4)** .329 (4.9)** .231 (5.4)**
Control variables
(β38) Mother is a homemaker
=> Respondent’s occupation .080 (3.5)** .017 (0.7) .056 (3.8)**
(β28) Mother is a homemaker
=> Respondent’s job sex-typing .017 (0.9) .032 (1.6)
(β18) Mother is a homemaker
=> Respondent’s education .120 (6.3)** .150 (8.4)**
(β39) Same job as the same-sex parent
=> Respondent’s job .047 (2.7)** .047 (2.8)**
(β29) Same job as the same-sex parent
=> Respondent’s job sex-typing .052 (2.6)** .040 (2.0)*
d.f. 22 27
χ2 47.48 49.70
N 1209 1287 2531
* p < .05; ** p < .01.
Source: FAM93; HIN95.
02 korupp (jk/d)  24/1/02  3:14 pm  Page 19
 at Vrije Universiteit 34820 on April 2, 2011ejw.sagepub.comDownloaded from 
be included in the model. Some of the remaining effects, however, are not
significantly different from 0.
We have assumed in Hypothesis 1a, in line with earlier findings, that
the overall direct influence of parental status on the occupational status of
the children has decreased over time. To test this hypothesis we study the
size of β36 – the influence of the occupational status of the father – and β37
– the influence of the mother’s occupational status. The direct status
transfer of the mother is small, .063 for daughters and almost zero (and
non-significant) for sons.
The influence of the father is greater for sons than for daughters, but
decreases only for daughters. It decreases to half its size from .146 for the
oldest to .073 for the youngest cohort of daughters. The influence of the
father’s on the son’s occupational status remains stable between the two
cohorts (.135).
Regarding the education of sons and daughters, we see that the influ-
ence of the father’s job status is on average twice as high as the influence
of the mother’s job status. Over the two cohorts we note a significant
reduction in the influence of the father’s occupational status again only
with regard to his daughter’s educational level. The influence of both
parents on their son’s educational attainment remains stable.
Hypothesis 1b holds that the influence of the child’s own education
increases over time. Therefore, we should note an increase of the beta
coefficient β31, the influence of the respondent’s education on the status of
the first occupation.
Obviously, this is the case for neither daughters nor sons. For sons we
see that the influence of his education remains stable (.473), whereas for
daughters we even notice a significant reduction of the influence of her
education (from .439 to .304). The empirical evidence thus rejects Hypoth-
esis 1b. We do not find that the influence of one’s own education on the
first occupational status has increased throughout the cohorts.
Hypothesis 1c holds that relative to the influence of the father, the influ-
ence of the mother’s occupational status increases over time. If we
compare then β37 (mother’s occupational influence) with β36 (father’s
occupational influence) for the daughters, Hypothesis 1c is confirmed.
The influence of the mother’s job is altogether non-significant with regard
to her son’s first occupational status. The influence of the father’s job
status remains stable between the two cohorts of sons.
The Sex-Role Model
We now test the second hypothesis: the relationship between the occu-
pational status (Hypothesis 2a) and sex-typing (Hypothesis 2b) of the
parent and the child is stronger between same-sex than between cross-sex
parents. Here we have extended the model shown in Figure 3 to include
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the occupational sex-typing of the parents and the children. The results
are shown in Table 3.
Regarding the influence of the occupational status we already have
observed a confirmation of the expected same-sex relationship. We find
no significant influence of the mother’s occupational status on the first job
status of her son; only for daughters does the status of her job make a
significant difference. The influence of the father is on average greater on
the first job status of his son than on the first job status of his daughter.
The relationship β25 between the occupational sex-typing of the mother
on the occupational sex-typing of her daughter is small, but significant
(.043), while it is non-significant for her son. If on average more women
than men work in the occupation of the mother, the likelihood of the
daughter imitating her mother’s choice of a female sex-typed occupation
increases significantly.
We also find a positive and significant influence of the father’s occu-
pational sex-typing on the sex-typing of his son’s first job (β24) namely a
figure of .068. Consequently, the likelihood of sons choosing a male sex-
typed occupation is higher if his father has worked in a male sex-typed
occupation. The influence of the occupational sex-typing of the father is
non-significant for the occupational sex-typing of his daughter. Our
second hypothesis receives, therefore, full empirical confirmation. Not
only the transfer of occupational status but also the transfer of occu-
pational sex-typing is greater between same-sex parent–child dyads than
it is between cross-sex parent–child dyads.
Regarding the relationship between the respondent’s occupational
status and sex-typing (β23=32), Table 3 indicates that over time it has
become more negative for women, dropping from .254 in the older
cohort to –.329 in the younger cohort, whereas for men it remains stable
at –.231. In other words, for men as well as for women it is true that their
choice in favour of a sex-typed occupation goes hand in hand with a
choice for a lower job status. Over time, this relationship has become
stronger for women. Yet, although the intergenerational transfer of occu-
pational sex-typing is significant, it is not very strong. Therefore, the effect
of parental occupational sex-typing, as compared to the effect of parental
occupational status, is less relevant for the explanation of children’s occu-
pational status attainment.
CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION
This study investigates how the relationships within the classical model
of status attainment (Blau and Duncan, 1967) for children’s first occu-
pation status change if we add the status background of the mother to
the analysis. The question was whether we also need to consider the
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occupational sex-typing of jobs if we consider mothers in the analysis of
status attainment. The study has yielded several interesting results.
The first conclusion is that we find intergenerational transfer of occu-
pational status and occupational sex-typing, but the strength of the status
relationships far outweighs the strength of intergenerational relationships
of occupational sex-typing. Despite the relatively strong relationship
between sex-type and status of children’s occupations, our extension of
the intergenerational occupational status attainment model with occu-
pational sex-typing has not much influence on how the occupational
status transfer between parents and children is estimated. The intergener-
ational transfer of the sex-typing of an occupation is rather small.
Our second conclusion is that for both transfer relationships, occu-
pational status and sex-typing, there is more same-sex than cross-sex
intergenerational transfer. Daughters follow their mother’s and sons
follow their father’s example. The transfer of occupational sex-typing
even is entirely same-sex specific. By contrast, the father’s occupational
status also seems to affect his daughter’s job status, while the mother’s job
status is non-significant to her son’s occupational status.
A third conclusion is that the impact of the mother is weaker than the
impact of the father, for sons as well as for daughters. The fourth con-
clusion is that the expected reduction of parental influence over time, i.e.
for the two cohorts we have studied here, was only partly supported.
Merely for the daughter’s status attainment, not the son’s, the impact of
status transfer decreased. As the influence of the father on the daughter is
reduced over time, we are able to show that relative to the father, the
mother’s impact becomes more important for daughters. This conclusion
is in line with what was established earlier regarding the influence of the
mother’s educational level on sons’ and daughters’ educational levels
(van der Lippe et al., 1995).
Our fifth and last conclusion is that although we discovered interesting
and significant relationships by extending the model and including the
transfer of occupational sex-typing, the results of the conventional model
of status attainment (including only father’s status transfer) have not been
invalidated. Given that the extension of our model results in an empirical
test that includes more variables with a reduced set of data than captured
in the male-based research, both analytical strategies, the extended and
conventional methods, have their advantages as well as their disadvan-
tages.
Our results regarding the historical trends of parental status transfer are
not in line with what has been found earlier for the Netherlands (de Graaf
and Luijkx, 1992; Hendrickx and Ganzeboom, 1998 [with older data]).
First, we find a reduced influence of parental occupational status only for
the effects of fathers on daughters, while earlier research has shown that
this also applies to the relationships between fathers and sons. Second,
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our results do not indicate that the educational level of children is
becoming increasingly important for their first occupational status. For
daughters the trends even are opposite. The influence of the daughter’s
educational level on her first job has recently been less strong.
There are several possibilities that may offer an explanation for our con-
tradicting results. By extending the model to also include the mother’s
occupational status, and by modelling children’s first occupational status
only, our choice of adequate data sets was considerably narrowed down.
Our database is smaller and covers a more recent period than previous
research. Therefore, our conclusions may differ from previous studies that
have based their conclusions on older data.
More importantly, we concentrate on the first occupational status of
children after they have finished their education (and control very strictly
for this), while earlier research studied current occupational levels and
controlled for the influence of children’s labour market experience on
their current jobs. Nonetheless, the possibility that the results found here
hold for the most recent period studied cannot be excluded. Rijken (1999),
in her comparative study on the classical model of status attainment, also
shows that the correlation between children’s education and first occu-
pational status has been decreasing throughout history in the Nether-
lands. The explanation she offers is that the increasing homogenization of
educational levels – observed by the decreasing standard deviation of the
educational level in the population – results in less variation and lower
correlations between education and the first occupational status in recent
times. This explanation is tentative and calls for further investigation.
With respect to the sex-role model, our results underline a same-sex
orientation in parent–child dyads. For occupational status as well as for
occupational sex-typing, we find strong orientations of daughters
towards their mothers and sons towards their fathers. Thus, the empirical
evidence underlines the existence of a sex-role model. Nevertheless,
although sons as well as daughters are oriented towards their same-sex
parent, children rarely choose exactly the same occupation as their same-
sex parent. It would be a fruitful future research area to take a closer look
at the psychological patterns underlying the process of sex-role orien-
tation. For example, including family socialization factors may yield what
otherwise determines the choice of an individual to work in a sex-typed
occupation. In the end, the occupational status of the mother has a greater
impact on the occupational status of her daughter compared with her son.
The conclusions of the current study are based on empirical results for the
Netherlands. Further research should concentrate on the influence of the
mother in an internationally comparative perspective.
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APPENDICES
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Appendix A
Correlation Matrices
(η1) (η2) (η3) (η4) (η5) (η6) (η7) (η8) (η9)
Women Birth Cohort 1927–58
1.000 .162 .563 .076 .010 .395 .226 .144 .071
.162 1.000 .280 .004 .049 .059 .042 .034 .088
.563 .280 1.000 .079 .027 .373 .220 .159 .093
.076 .004 .079 1.000 .044 .141 .095 .046 .009
.010 .049 .027 .044 1.000 .002 .370 .048 .094
.395 .059 .373 .141 .002 1.000 .338 .139 .011
.226 .042 .220 .095 .370 .338 1.000 .101 .018
.144 .034 .159 .046 .048 .139 .101 1.000 .196
.071 .088 .093 .009 .094 .011 .018 .196 1.000
Women Birth Cohort 1959–75
1.000 .137 .381 .150 .030 .280 .224 .171 .058
.137 1.000 .299 .032 .069 .051 .080 .048 .061
.381 .299 1.000 .075 .048 .202 .177 .090 .065
.150 .032 .075 1.000 .014 .187 .115 .080 .031
.030 .069 .048 .014 1.000 .039 .296 .023 .027
.280 .051 .202 .187 .039 1.000 .377 .139 .026
.224 .080 .177 .115 .296 .377 1.000 .087 .044
.171 .048 .090 .080 .023 .139 .087 1.000 .122
.058 .061 .065 .031 .027 .026 .044 .122 1.000
Men Birth Cohort 1927–58
1.000 .154 .584 .099 .030 .337 .199 .137 .106
.154 1.000 .203 .105 .024 .106 .020 .044 .066
.584 .203 1.000 .113 .018 .335 .194 .129 .156
.099 .105 .113 1.000 .053 .145 .126 .038 .009
.030 .024 .018 .053 1.000 .053 .327 .021 .027
.337 .106 .335 .145 .053 1.000 .347 .044 .115
.199 .020 .194 .126 .327 .347 1.000 .138 .026
.137 .044 .129 .038 .021 .044 .138 1.000 .048
.106 .066 .156 .009 .027 .115 .026 .048 1.000
Men Birth Cohort 1959–75
1.000 .125 .532 .101 .046 .323 .263 .206 .084
.125 1.000 .089 .071 .010 .090 .081 .110 .082
.532 .089 1.000 .110 .026 .314 .179 .200 .082
.101 .071 .110 1.000 .005 .181 .070 .090 .046
.046 .010 .026 .005 1.000 .001 .260 .022 .027
.323 .090 .314 .181 .001 1.000 .347 .136 .109
.263 .081 .179 .070 .260 .347 1.000 .099 .041
.206 .110 .200 .090 .022 .136 .099 1.000 .014
.084 .082 .082 .046 .027 .109 .041 .014 1.000
Notes: (η1) Respondent’s education, (η2) Respondent’s job sex-typing, (η3) Respondent’s
occupational status (ISEI), (η4) Father’s job sex-typing, (η5) Mother’s job sex-typing, (η6)
Father’s occupational status (ISEI), (η7) Mother’s occupational status (ISEI), (η8) Mother is a
homemaker, (η9) Respondent has exactly the same occupation as same-sex parent.
Source: FAM93; HIN95.
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NOTES
1. Because so far this assertion is tested mainly in male stratification models
(for an exception, see Treiman and Terrell, 1975), one should be careful to
conclude that the link between fathers and sons is the same as between
mothers and daughters. We thank an anonymous reviewer for this sugges-
tion. However, an empirical test on our own data (table not shown) under-
scored the non-existence of a status transfer path between children’s
occupational status of either sex and the education of either of their parents.
2. We also controlled for the respondent who held exactly the same entry job
as their cross-sex parent, but they were by far outnumbered by children with
same-sex identical jobs. Altogether, 6.8 percent (265) of the respondents had
the same job as either the father or the mother. Yet, females followed their
mother’s example in 78 percent (100) of all cases and males followed their
father’s example in 83 percent (115) of all cases.
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Development of Women’s Employment Rates in the Netherlands
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